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Re: San pitch River priorities

Dear Mr. Morgan:

r represent majority of the sharehorders 1n the Gunnison-Fayette canal company, which t ave priorlti"" -roi- 
tn. use ofwater from the San pltch River

ch Ri_ver Commissioner and yourto keep any records of the usever. The enclosed Judgmentsson-Fayette CanaI Company is
um 40 C.F.S. of water irom ttreg priorlties:

BRANCH OFFICE
47 SOUTH MAIN STREET

GUNNISON. UTAH 84634
raor l 3-aa-zege

1. The plaintiff is entitred to dlvert and use 25c.f.s. of the aforesald. 40 c.f-s.-"r water fromsan pitch River prior to deliver to Defendantof any of the waters of the san piich River andits rrroutaries, six M11e creek .rra- rr"r_ve MileCreek, awarded to Highland Canal Co*p.rry, Inc.
ll"y 191n"U inro rhe Defendanr corforatlon).
r_n paragraphs (a) through (d) at piqes 166_167of the printed edition of the Cox'Decree.
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2. That after those rights awarded to the Defendant
and its predecessors by the cox Decree are filIed,the Plaintiff shail be entitled to dj-vert the remaj-ning
15 c.f.s. of its decreed 40 c.f.s. before the
Defendant (and its constituent corporations) areto dlvert any additj-onal waters.

It appears from the shareholder's investigatlon that the Gunnisonrrrigatj-on company, the san pitch River commissioner and youroffice in Richfield are conspiring and manipulating the riqhti ;ithe shareholders of the Gunnison-Fayette canil compiny toexclusion of rightfully established use and priorities from theSan Pltch River.

Your offlce in Richfierd and the san pitch Lower Rivercommlssioner appear to be misinterpreting the rignts of theGunnison-Fayette canar company. rt appears your office inRichfield and the San Pitch River Commissionei are allowingGunnison Irrigation Company to manipulate and mislnterpret theJudgments of the courr and the rights under the cox Decreethrough manipulation of storage and 1n not allowlng any waterfrom TweLve-Mll-e creek, to be diverted to Gunnison-rayette canal_.

el!o, it appears your office and the river commlssioner havealLowed the merged Highland. canai company's inferior rights totake presidence over the Judgrment of th; court. Furth€r, it doesnot appear there is even a weir or diverslon in the San pitchRiver at the point where water shoul-d be diverted into theGunnison-Fayette canal company and a request i-s made for thesame.

My clients have requested. that you investigate this matter andrespond to my office within ten days as to why my client's rightsare belng violated. T'L a satisfactory response rs not received,my cl-lents are requesting a wrlt of-Mandamus be fired and anaction of misfeasance and malfeasance of office be instigated.rt wourd be appreciated if you would respond to my officeimmediately 1n regard to this ,r.ry 
""iio*" matter.
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Dalell.
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